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(ii) Other acquisitions—in accordance 
with FAR 15.3 and this subpart except 
section 1815.370. 

(2) Estimated dollar values of acqui-
sitions shall include the values of mul-
tiple awards, options, and later phases 
of the same project. 

(b) FAR 15.3 and this subpart are not 
applicable to acquisitions conducted 
under the following procedures: 

(1) MidRange (see part 1871). 
(2) Announcements of Opportunity 

(see part 1872). 
(3) NASA Research Announcements 

(see 1835.016–71). 
(4) The Small Business Innovative 

Research (SBIR) program and the 
Small Business Technology Transfer 
(STTR) pilot program under the au-
thority of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638). 

(5) Architect and Engineering (A&E) 
services (see FAR 36.6 and 1836.6). 

[63 FR 9954, Feb. 27, 1998, as amended at 64 
FR 48561, Sept. 7, 1999]

1815.303 Responsibilities. (NASA sup-
plements paragraphs (a) and (b)) 

(a) The SSA shall be established at 
the lowest reasonable level for each ac-
quisition. Notwithstanding the FAR 
designation of the contracting officer 
as SSA, the SSA for center acquisi-
tions shall be established in accordance 
with center procedures. For acquisi-
tions designated as Headquarters selec-
tions, the SSA will be identified as part 
of the Master Buy Plan process (see 
1807.71). 

(b)(i) The source selection authority 
(SSA) is the Agency official responsible 
for proper and efficient conduct of the 
source selection process and for mak-
ing the final source selection decision. 
The SSA has the following responsibil-
ities in addition to those listed in the 
FAR: 

(A) Approve the evaluation factors, 
subfactors, the weight of the evalua-
tion factors and subfactors, and any 
special standards of responsibility (see 
FAR 9.104–2) before release of the RFP, 
or delegate this authority to appro-
priate management personnel; 

(B) Appoint the source selection 
team. However, when the Adminis-
trator will serve as the SSA, the Offi-
cial-in-Charge of the cognizant Head-

quarters Program Office will appoint 
the team; and 

(C) Provide the source selection team 
with appropriate guidance and special 
instructions to conduct the evaluation 
and selection procedures. 

(b)(2) Approval authorities for Acqui-
sition Plans and Acquisition Strategy 
Meetings are in accordance with 
1807.103. 

[63 FR 9954, Feb. 27, 1998, as amended at 63 
FR 44408, Aug. 19, 1998; 65 FR 30013, May 10, 
2000]

1815.304 Evaluation factors and sig-
nificant subfactors. (NASA supple-
ments paragraph (c)) 

(c)(4)(A) The extent of participation 
of small disadvantaged business (SDB) 
concerns shall be evaluated as a sub-
factor under the Mission Suitability 
factor. If a Mission Suitability factor is 
not used, the SDB participation shall 
be evaluated as a separate factor or 
subfactor, as appropriate. 

(B) SDB concerns that choose the 
FAR 19.11 price evaluation adjustment 
shall receive the lowest possible score/
rating under the FAR 15.304(c)(4) eval-
uation. 

[64 FR 25214, May 11, 1999]

1815.304–70 NASA evaluation factors. 
(a) Typically, NASA establishes three 

evaluation factors: Mission Suitability, 
Cost/Price, and Past Performance. 
Evaluation factors may be further de-
fined by subfactors. Evaluation subfac-
tors should be structured to identify 
significant discriminators, or ‘‘key 
swingers’’—the essential information 
required to support a source selection 
decision. Too many subfactors under-
mine effective proposal evaluation. All 
evaluation subfactors should be clearly 
defined to avoid overlap and redun-
dancy. 

(b) Mission Suitability factor. (1) 
This factor indicates the merit or ex-
cellence of the work to be performed or 
product to be delivered. It includes, as 
appropriate, both technical and man-
agement subfactors. Mission Suit-
ability shall be numerically weighted 
and scored on a 1000-point scale. 

(2) The Mission Suitability factor 
may identify evaluation subfactors to 
further define the content of the fac-
tor. Each Mission Suitability subfactor 
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shall be weighted and scored. The ad-
jectival rating percentages in 
1815.305(a)(3)(A) shall be applied to the 
subfactor weight to determine the 
point score. The number of Mission 
Suitability subfactors is limited to 
five. The Mission Suitability evalua-
tion subfactors and their weights shall 
be identified in the RFP. 

(3) For cost reimbursement acquisi-
tions, the Mission Suitability evalua-
tion shall also include the results of 
any cost realism analysis. The RFP 
shall notify offerors that the realism of 
proposed costs may significantly affect 
their Mission Suitability scores. 

(4) If the solicitation requires the 
submission of a Safety and Health Plan 
(see 1823.7001(c) and NPG 8715.3, NASA 
Safety Manual, Appendix H), safety 
and health must be a consideration in 
the evaluation. For acquisitions valued 
at $10 million or more, or $25 million or 
more for commercial items, then the 
Mission Suitability factor, if used, 
shall include a subfactor for safety and 
health. Otherwise, use of that sub-
factor is optional. 

(c) Cost/Price factor. This factor 
evaluates the reasonableness and, if 
necessary, the cost realism, of proposed 
costs/prices. The Cost/Price factor is 
not numerically weighted or scored. 

(d) Past Performance factor. (1) This 
factor indicates the relevant quan-
titative and qualitative aspects of each 
offeror’s record of performing services 
or delivering products similar in size, 
content, and complexity to the require-
ments of the instant acquisition. 

(2) The RFP shall instruct offerors to 
submit data (including data from rel-
evant Federal, State, and local govern-
ments and private contracts) that can 
be used to evaluate their past perform-
ance. Typically, the RFP will require: 

(i) A list of contracts similar in size, 
content, and complexity to the instant 
acquisition, showing each contract 
number, the type of contract, a brief 
description of the work, and a point of 
contact from the organization placing 
the contract. Normally, the requested 
contracts are limited to those received 
in the last three years. However, in ac-
quisitions that require longer periods 
to demonstrate performance quality, 
such as hardware development, the 

time period should be tailored accord-
ingly. 

(ii) The identification and expla-
nation of any cost overruns or 
underruns, completion delays, perform-
ance problems, and terminations. 

(3) The contracting officer may start 
collecting past performance data be-
fore proposal receipt. One method for 
early evaluation of past performance is 
to request offerors to submit their past 
performance information in advance of 
the proposal due date. The RFP could 
also include a past performance ques-
tionnaire for offerors to send their pre-
vious customers with instructions to 
return the completed questionnaire to 
the Government. Failure of the offeror 
to submit its past performance infor-
mation early or of the customers to 
submit the completed questionnaires 
shall not be a cause for rejection of the 
proposal nor shall it be reflected in the 
Government’s evaluation of the 
offeror’s past performance. 

(4) The contracting officer shall 
evaluate the offeror’s past performance 
in occupational health, security, safe-
ty, and mission success (e.g., mishap 
rates and problems in delivered hard-
ware and software that resulted in mis-
haps or failures) when these areas are 
germane to the requirement. 

[63 FR 9954, Feb. 27, 1998, as amended at 64 
FR 25215, May 11, 1999; 65 FR 30013, May 10, 
2000; 65 FR 37059, June 13, 2000]

1815.305 Proposal evaluation. (NASA 
supplements paragraphs (a) and 
(b)) 

(a) Each proposal shall be evaluated 
to identify and document: 

(i) Any deficiencies; 
(ii) All strengths and significant 

weaknesses; 
(iii) The numerical score and/or ad-

jectival rating of each Mission Suit-
ability subfactors and for the Mission 
Suitability factor in total; 

(iv) Cost realism, if appropriate; 
(v) The Past Performance evaluation 

factor; and 
(vi) Any programmatic risk to mis-

sion success, e.g., technical, schedule, 
cost, safety, occupational health, secu-
rity, export control, or environmental. 
Risks may result from the offeror’s 
technical approach, manufacturing 
plan, selection of materials, processes, 
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